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2.	 The	 risks	 arising	 from	 the	 use	 of	 lead	 ammunition	 and	 the	measures	 taken	 to	
mitigate	these	have	prompted	intense	and	sometimes	acrimonious	discussion	be-
tween	stakeholder	groups,	 including	 those	advancing	 the	 interests	of	shooting,	
wildlife	conservation,	public	health	and	animal	welfare.





















































stakeholder	groups	 in	 the	UK	 (Newth,	Cromie,	&	Kanstrup,	2015).	
Shooting	 is	a	 long‐standing	activity	with	established	practices	and	
traditions	 and	 is	 undertaken	 for	 a	 variety	 of	 purposes,	 including	
sport,	pest	management	and	hunting	for	food.	Shooting,	therefore,	
involves	 heterogeneous	 communities	 of	 participants	 (Kanstrup,	
2019).	 Furthermore,	 stakeholder	 groups	 in	 discussions	 about	 lead	
extend	 beyond	 shooting,	 encompassing	 organisations	 advancing	




(predominantly	 shooting	 and	 countryside	 management	 organisa-
tions)	 and	 those	 favouring	 stricter	 controls	 or	 phasing	out	of	 lead	
ammunition	and	replacement	with	non‐toxic	alternatives	(predomi-
nantly	 wildlife	 conservation	 organisations).	 This	 ‘lead	 debate’	 has	
become	polarised	in	the	UK	and	sits	within	a	wider	landscape	of	mis-
trust	and	tension	between	shooting	and	conservation	organisations,	























6.	 This	 articulation	 of	 views	 held	 by	 practitioners	within	 the	 shooting	 community	
presents	a	 foundation	 for	 renewing	discussions,	beyond	current	 conflict	 among	
stakeholder	and	advocacy	groups,	towards	forging	new	solutions	and	adaptation	
of	practices.
K E Y W O R D S
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waterfowl
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of	individual	ammunition	users,	despite	their	critical	roles	in	(a)	add-
ing	lead	to	the	environment;	and	(b)	adopting,	or	not	adopting,	any	
potential	 changes	 to	 practice.	 Efforts	 by	 statutory	 agencies	 and	
shooting	 and	 countryside	 management	 organisations	 to	 improve	
user	 compliance	 with	 regulations	 (e.g.	 through	 awareness‐raising	
activities	such	as	the	‘Use	Lead	Legally’	campaign)	have	been	largely	
unsuccessful.	 Compliance	 with	 existing	 regulation	 remains	 gener-
ally	poor	in	England	(e.g.	77%	of	ducks	were	shot	with	lead	shot	in	
winter	 2013–2014;	 Cromie	 et	 al.,	 2015),	 some	 13	 years	 after	 the	
introduction	 of	 regulations	 (HMSO,	 1999),	 indicating	 that	 at	 least	
some	shooting	participants	have	not	‘bought‐in’	to	the	legislation	or	
guidance.
The	 success	 or	 otherwise	 of	 conservation	 interventions	 may	
depend	 on	 whether	 and	 how	 the	 opinions	 of	 relevant	 individual	
stakeholders	are	understood	and	catered	for	(Bennett	et	al.,	2017;	
Madden	 &	 McQuinn,	 2014;	 Redpath	 et	 al.,	 2013)	 and	 whether	
or	 not	 proposed	 solutions	 are	 perceived	 as	 appropriate	 (Zabala,	
Sandbrook,	&	Mukherjee,	2018).	Understanding	the	viewpoints	and	
values	of	 individuals	with	 respect	 to	 issues	 important	 for	 conser-
vation	has	multiple	benefits	 (Curry,	Barry,	&	McClenaghan,	2013;	
Zabala	et	al.,	2018),	including	identification	of	barriers	or	alignments	
(Frantzi,	 Carter,	 &	 Lovett,	 2009),	 improved	 assessment	 of	 the	 ef-
fectiveness	 of	 policy	 and	 plans,	 improvement	 of	 public	 participa-
tion	and	stakeholder	dialogue	(Cuppen,	Breukers,	Hisschemöller,	&	
Bergsma,	2010)	and	the	facilitation	of	critical	reflection	(Zabala	et	
al.,	 2018)	 as	well	 as	 an	opportunity	 to	 resolve	 contentious	 issues	
(Durning,	2005).
1.3 | Q‐methodology in conservation conflicts
Q‐methodology	uses	a	combination	of	quantitative	and	qualitative	
techniques	to	identify	and	explore	subjective	attitudes,	viewpoints	














reaching	 acceptable	 solutions.	 Although	 some	 conservation	 con-
flicts	might	be	well‐suited	to	the	application	of	Q‐methodology,	such	
use	remains	relatively	uncommon	and	the	method	has	rarely	been	
used	 to	 explore	 diversity	 of	 viewpoints	within	 potentially	 hetero-
geneous	stakeholder	groups.	In	this	context,	Q‐methodology	might	






issue	 so	 that	 mutually	 agreeable	 compromises	 might	 be	 reached	
(Durning,	2005).
Here,	using	Q‐methodology,	we	aim	to	identify	the	perspectives	




2  | MATERIAL S AND METHODS
A	 Q‐study	 involves	 a	 relatively	 small	 number	 of	 purposively	 se-
lected	participants	(usually	20–40	people)	who	are	asked	to	rank,	in	
order,	a	number	of	opinion	statements	about	a	specific	topic	(Cairns,	
2012).	 The	 rankings,	 known	as	 ‘Q‐sorts’,	 are	 then	 analysed	 statis-
tically	using	factor	analysis	 to	explore	patterns	or	shared	perspec-
tives	towards	a	topic.	These	‘factors’,	or	social	perspectives,	are	then	
interpreted	with	 the	aid	of	 contextual	 information	gained	 through	
post‐sort	interviews	with	all	participants	(Cairns,	2012).







individuals	 (Webler	 et	 al.,	 2009)	 and	 through	 review	 of	 written	
materials	 (Stainton	Rogers,	1995).	The	 interviewees,	all	of	whom	
were	based	in	the	UK,	were	purposively	selected	for	their	consid-
erable	professional	 knowledge	of	 lead	ammunition	 in	 relation	 to	
wildlife	health,	human	health	and	shooting.	They	were	not	asked	





perspectives	 and	 reports,	 articles	 in	 shooting	 and	 conservation	







were	 selected	 and	 constituted	 the	 original	 concourse.	 The	 con-
course	was	considered	complete	when	the	addition	of	new	state-
ments	did	not	present	any	new	opinions	(Cairns,	2012).
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2.2 | Constructing the Q‐set
The	 concourse	was	 refined	 to	 a	manageable	 number	 of	 statements	
(termed	the	Q‐set;	Table	1)	so	that	they	could	be	sorted	by	the	par-
ticipants	in	the	Q‐sort	stage.	An	unstructured	strategic	sampling	ap-
proach	was	 followed	 to	ensure	 that	 the	variability	of	 the	concourse	
was	captured	by	the	Q‐set	(Webler	et	al.,	2009).	Each	statement	was	




statement.	 The	 statements	 were	 assigned	 to	 clearly	 define	 themes	










was	 maintained	 (Cotton,	 2015;	 Stainton	 Rogers,	 1995).	 In	 order	 to	










Participants	 from	 the	 UK's	 shooting	 community	 were	 selected	
through	purposive	sampling,	instead	of	random	sampling	of	a	large	




shooting	 community	were	 selected	 for	 their	 familiarity	with	 the	
issue	(Webler	et	al.,	2009).	Based	on	previous	studies	 (Cromie	et	
al.,	2010)	and	discussions	with	 those	 from	the	community,	views	
were	deemed	 likely	 to	vary	 according	 to	how	shooters	predomi-
nantly	accessed	their	shooting,	their	primary	target	quarry	species	
and	 their	 familiarity	with	 non‐toxic	 shot	 (indicated	by	 frequency	
of	use),	albeit	acknowledging	that	there	is	likely	some	overlap	be-
tween	 categories.	 These	 additional	 criteria	 were	 therefore	 used	
to	 identify	participants	within	 the	shooting	community	 (Table	2).	
Although	 some	 participants	 were	 known	 to	 each	 other,	 efforts	
were	made	 to	 incorporate	 individuals	 from	 a	 breadth	 of	 distinct	
and	 separate	 friendship	 groups,	whose	members	were	 unknown	




Q‐sorts	 were	 undertaken	 by	 each	 participant	 individually	 be-
tween	August	2017	and	February	2018.	Participants	were	asked	
to	 rank	 the	 56	 Q‐statements	 according	 to	 how	 strongly	 they	







along	a	scale	 from	5	 (agree	most	strongly)	 to	−5	 (disagree	most	
strongly),	 where	 0	 is	 neutral	 (statements	 have	 zero	 salience),	




courages	 the	 participants	 to	 evaluate	 each	 statement	 carefully	
and	helps	them	to	reveal	their	preferences	(Webler	et	al.,	2009).	
Participants	 in	 the	 Q‐sort	 were	 encouraged	 to	 interpret	 the	
statements	in	the	context	of	others	when	sorting	(Cairns,	2012;	
Webler	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 Once	 the	 statements	 had	 been	 ranked,	
each	participant	was	asked	to	identify	the	areas	in	the	grid	that	
demarcated	 agree	 from	 disagree	 and	 neutral.	 Following	 the	Q‐
sort,	each	participant	was	asked	in	an	interview	to	elaborate	on	
how	 they	 had	 interpreted	 the	 most	 salient	 statements	 (those	
placed	 at	 both	 extreme	 ends	 of	 the	 continuum	 on	 the	 array),	
their	 reasoning	 for	 ranking	 the	 statements	 in	 their	unique	way,	
and	whether	they	felt	that	their	perspective	had	been	captured	
within	the	Q‐set	(Brown,	1980;	Van	Exel	&	de	Graaff,	2005).	The	






that	 solutions	were	 required	 to	 reduce	 the	 risks	 of	 people	 and	
wildlife	ingesting	lead	ammunition	and,	if	so,	to	propose	sugges-
tions.	 Potential	 barriers	 to	 implementing	 change	were	 also	 dis-
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2 Lead	shot	is	better	than	steel	at	killing	and	not	wounding	an	animal. 0 5
3 Supermarkets	should	clearly	state	that	their	wild	game	meat	products	might	contain	lead. 2 0
4 Lead	ammunition	harms	the	image	of	shooting. 1 −3
5 Steel	shot	is	more	likely	to	ricochet	from	hard	surfaces	than	lead. 2 4




8 Lead	ammunition	is	not	a	major	source	of	lead	poisoning	in	wild	birds. −3 1
9 There	is	no	evidence	that	lead	poisoning	causes	bird	populations	to	decline. −3 1
10 Current	game	meat	handling	techniques	are	enough	to	address	any	risks	to	humans	from	lead	shot. −1 2
11 Shooters'	pastimes	and	activities	are	being	eroded. −4 2
12 If	shooters	saw	birds	dying	from	lead	poisoning,	they	would	think	twice	about	using	lead	ammunition. 4 0
13 The	scientific	evidence	of	the	impacts	of	lead	on	waterbirds	is	robust. 1 −2
14 The	shooting	community	probably	does	more	for	wildlife	and	habitats	than	any	other	group	in	the	UK. 0 5
15 A	large	number	of	wildfowl	die	from	lead	poisoning	each	year. 0 −3
16 The	risks	to	wild	birds	from	lead	ammunition	have	been	exaggerated. −3 3
17 Lead	is	a	toxic	substance. 5 3
18 Those	with	political	power	to	influence	the	issue	are	biased	in	favour	of	keeping	lead	shot. −1 −4




21 Steel	shot	damages	shotgun	barrels. −1 1




24 There	should	be	better	enforcement	of	current	regulations	restricting	the	use	of	lead	shot. 1 −2




27 Steel	and	lead	shot	are	comparably	priced. −1 −2
28 More	research	should	be	done	on	the	performance	of	non‐toxic	ammunition. 0 3











34 There	is	clearly	a	need	for	solutions	to	reduce	the	risks	of	lead	poisoning. 3 0
35 The	risks	to	human	health	from	lead	ammunition	have	been	exaggerated. −2 3
36 There	should	be	better	observance	of	current	regulations	restricting	the	use	of	lead	shot. 4 −2
(Continues)
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2.4 | Statistical analysis
The	 30	 Q‐sorts	 were	 analysed	 using	 centroid	 factor	 analysis	 and	
subjected	 to	a	Varimax	 rotation	 in	PQMethod	 (Schmolck,	2014).	An	









Significant factor loading=2.58× (1∕
√
number of items in Q- set)



















38 If	you	have	to	shoot	at	shorter	ranges	it's	not	as	sporting	or	fun. −4 −1
39 Shooting	at	closer	range	with	non‐toxic	shot	damages	the	meat. −2 −1
40 Using	plastic	wads	with	non‐toxic	shot	can	cause	problems	with	livestock. 0 2




43 Ballistically,	alternatives	to	lead	shot	that	are	fit	for	purpose	already	exist. 3 −1
44 Current	human	health	advice	is	enough	to	reduce	the	risks	of	lead	shot	to	humans. −1 2
45 Sooner	or	later,	lead	shot	will	be	banned. 0 −2
46 Using	non‐toxic	shot	would	have	a	negative	financial	impact	on	me. −2 1
47 Non‐toxic	shot	is	ineffective	against	clay	targets. −5 −3
48 Regulations	are	essential	to	reducing	lead	poisoning	in	waterbirds. 3 −3




51 Shooting	organisations	are	afraid	they	will	look	weak	if	they	support	a	ban	on	lead	shot. 1 −1
52 I	am	happy	to	use	non‐lead	ammunition. 4 −1
53 A	wider	range	of	non‐toxic	cartridges	would	become	available	if	there	was	a	ban	on	lead. 2 −1
54 Some	'non‐toxic'	alternatives	to	lead	have	greater	toxicity	than	lead. −3 0
55 Robust	scientific	evidence	should	determine	how	we	use	lead	shot. 5 2
56 If	we	stopped	using	lead	shot	we'd	have	more	birds	to	shoot. −4 −5
Note:	Statement	numbers	from	the	Q‐set	are	presented	in	brackets	followed	by	their	corresponding	factor	array	score	which	relates	to	a	scale	of	
agreement	(e.g.	−5	=	most	disagree;	0	=	neutral;	+5	=	most	agree).	For	example,	(17,	+5)	indicates	that	statement	17	is	strongly	agreed	with.
TA B L E  1   (Continued)
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Factors	 selected	 using	 these	 criteria	 (Table	 S1)	 were	 then	 rotated	









2003).	 In	 order	 to	minimise	 researcher	 bias	 that	may	 arise	 during	





holistic	 factor	 interpretations	 by	 forcing	 engagement	 with	 every	
statement	in	the	factor	arrays	(Watts	&	Stenner,	2012).	A	‘reflexive’	




aspects,	 processing	 through	 an	 ongoing	 internal	 dialogue	 and	 also	
in	 discussion	with	 colleagues	 that	were	 further	 removed	 from	 the	
subject	(Attia	&	Edge,	2017).
3  | RESULTS
A	 total	 of	 36	 people	 were	 approached;	 30	 (83.3%)	 actually	
participated	 (two	 individuals	 declined,	 two	 initially	 agreed	 to	
participate	 but	 later	withdrew	 and	 two	 did	 not	 respond	 to	 the	
invitation).	Detail	of	the	composition	of	the	participants	 is	pro-
vided	 in	 Table	 2.	 Two	 factors	were	 extracted	 (Table	 3)	 and	 ac-
cording	 to	 the	 following	 selection	 criteria,	 represented	 the	
most	plausible	summary	of	the	Q‐sorts	(Watts	&	Stenner,	2012)	
(Table	 S1):	 Eigenvalues	 exceeded	 1.0	 (Kaiser–Guttman	 criteria:	
Guttman,	1954;	Kaiser,	 1960,	1970),	 the	 cross	product	of	 each	
factor's	two	highest	loadings	exceeded	twice	the	standard	error	
of	 the	correlation	matrix	 (i.e.	>±0.27,	Humphrey's	Rule;	Brown,	
1980),	 and	 there	were	 two	 or	more	 significant	 factor	 loadings	
(i.e.	≥±0.34)	 following	extraction	 (Brown,	1980).	Together	both	






both	 factors.	Here,	we	 aim	 to	understand	 and	explain	 the	per-
spective	exemplified	by	each	 factor	and	shared	by	participants	
whose	 sorts	 have	 significantly	 aligned	 with	 them.	 Statement	
numbers	 from	the	Q‐set	are	presented	 in	brackets	 followed	by	
their	corresponding	factor	array	score.	For	example,	(17,	+5)	indi-
cates	strong	agreement	with	statement	17	(see	Table	1	for	array	
scores	 associated	 with	 each	 statement	 and	 factor).	 Pertinent	
comments	made	by	participants	during	the	post‐sort	interviews	
are	also	used	to	support	interpretation.
3.1 | Factor 1: Open to change
Résumé: This group of ammunition users believed that lead is toxic; re‐
futed the view that lead ammunition is not a major source of poisoning 
TA B L E  3  The	rotated	factor	matrix.	The	loadings	indicate	the	
extent	to	which	each	Q‐sort	is	associated	with	each	of	the	study	
factors	following	rotation
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in wild birds; believed that solutions are needed, and the phasing out of 





























ness	within	 the	shooting	community	about	 the	harm	 lead	poisoning	













that	 are	 fit	 for	 purpose	 (in	ballistic	 terms)	 already	exist	 (43,	 +3).	
Therefore,	 there	 was	 ambivalence	 about	 whether	 the	 shooting	




with	 the	 notion	 that	 lead	 shot	 is	 better	 than	 steel	 at	 killing	 and	
not	wounding	an	animal	(2,	0).	There	was	some	disagreement	that	




3.1.3 | Cultural and sporting aspects
I	 don't	 see	 any	 reason	why	 the	 phasing	 out	 of	 lead	
shot	 will	 lead	 to	 the	 demise	 of	 shooting…	 Indeed,	
in	some	senses,	 if	we	lost	 lead	shot,	or	gave	up	lead	
shot,	we	might	be	 in	a	stronger	position	to	promote	
what	we	do,	because	 it	 is	 such	a	controversial	 issue	
	 (Participant	14)
This	 position	 strongly	 disagreed	 with	 the	 view	 that	 shoot-
ers'	 pastimes	 and	 activities	 are	 being	 eroded	 (11,	 −4).	 There	
was	 strong	disagreement	 that	 shooting	 at	 shorter	 ranges	 is	 not	
as	 sporting	 or	 fun	 (38,	 −4).	 The	 financial	 impact	 of	 any	 further	







3.2 | Factor 2: Status quo
Résumé: This group of ammunition users believed that lead is toxic but 
did not regard lead poisoning a major welfare problem for wild birds; op‐
position to lead ammunition is driven more by a dislike of shooting than 
evidence of any real harm; there is ambivalence about the need for solu‐




If	 it	 was	 right	 what	 they're	 saying,	 why	 are	
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Lead	ammunition	was	not	perceived	to	be	a	major	source	of	lead	
poisoning	in	wild	birds	(8,	+1)	and	lead	poisoning	was	not	regarded	
as	a	major	welfare	problem	 for	wild	birds	 (19,	−4).	The	 scientific	
evidence	of	the	impacts	of	lead	on	waterbirds	was	not	believed	to	
be	robust	(13,	−2)	and	the	risks	to	wild	birds	from	lead	ammunition	
were	thought	 to	have	been	exaggerated	 (16,	+3).	 It	was	strongly	
agreed	that	opposition	to	lead	ammunition	is	driven	more	by	a	dis-
like	 of	 shooting	 than	 any	 evidence	 of	 harm	 (25,	 +4).	 There	was	
strong	disagreement	 that	eating	game	killed	by	 lead	ammunition	
has	 adverse	 effects	 on	 human	 health	 (29,	 −5).	 Furthermore,	 the	
















with	 the	 statement	 ‘I	 am	happy	 to	use	non‐lead	ammunition’	 (52,	














3.2.3 | Cultural and sporting aspects
So	 they	 [the	 gamekeepers]	 are	 managing	 the	 habi-
tats	so	they	are	not	only	beneficial	to	the	pheasants	














have	 the	 people	 who	 are	 against	 it	 and	 the	 people	
who	 are	 for	 it,	 so	 you	 can	 have	 a	 balanced	 debate	
	 (Participant	25)
























41 Non‐toxic	shot	is	widely	available +3	(0.830) +2	(0.573) 0.257
56 If	we	stopped	using	lead	shot	we'd	have	more	birds	to	shoot −4	(−1.828) −5	(−2.084) 0.256


















policy	 issues	 in	 three	 main	 ways:	 (a)	 Clarifying	 perspectives;	 (b)	
Identifying	 competing	 problem	 definitions	 and	 solutions;	 and	 (c)	






debate’	were	 characterised	 by	 two	 statistically	 and	 qualitatively	
distinct	perspectives:	(a)	‘Open	to	change’—those	that	refuted	the	




shooting;	and	 (b)	Status quo—those	who	did	not	 regard	 lead	poi-
soning	as	a	major	welfare	problem	for	wild	birds,	were	ambivalent	
about	the	need	for	solutions	and	felt	that	lead	shot	is	better	than	
steel	 at	 killing	 and	 not	 wounding	 an	 animal.	 Opposition	 to	 lead	
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ammunition	 was	 driven	 more	 by	 a	 dislike	 of	 shooting	 than	 evi-
dence	of	any	harm.	To	understand	fully	the	complexity	and	nature	
of	perspectives,	 they	 should	be	placed	within	 their	wider	 socio‐
economic	 and	 cultural	 contexts.	 Both	 therefore	 are	 discussed	
within	 the	 context	 of	 views	 about	 the	 future	 of	 shooting	 in	 the	
British	landscape.
The	 two	 perspectives	 had	 contrasting	 views	 about	 the	 future	





message	 in	 the	printed	 shooting	media	 in	 recent	 years,	which	has	
suggested	 that	a	ban	on	 lead	 shot	 represents	 ‘the	 thin	end	of	 the	
wedge’	with	a	call	for	all	attacks	on	shooting	to	be	resisted	(Cromie	
et	al.,	2015).	Such	concerns	were	also	reflected	in	comments	made	
during	 the	 interviews	 and	 suggest	 that	 some	 may	 perceive	 their	
shooting	heritage	as	a	whole	to	be	under	threat,	for	example:
People	with	 political	 influence	 are	 using	 banning	 of	
lead	shot	in	the	hope	therefore	that	people	will	give	
up	shooting.	So	 it's	 the	sprat	 to	catch	 the	mackerel.	
The	thin	end	of	the	wedge		 (Participant	13)
Moreover,	this	shooting	heritage	was	believed	to	make	an	import-
ant	 contribution	 to	 the	 conservation	 of	 British	 wildlife.	 This	 sense	
of	 pride	 in	 the	 ‘shooting	 life’	 was	 a	 strong	 theme	 in	 the	 post‐sort	
interviews:
The	 shooting	 community	 wants	 the	 wildlife	 to	 suc-







































and	 therefore	may	have	 serious	 implications	 for	 conservation,	 the	
success	of	which	often	relies	on	effective	collaboration.
In	 the	 post‐sort	 interviews,	 several	 ammunition	 users	 linked	















It	 should	 also	 be	 considered	 that	 when	 conservation	 issues	
are	 politicised,	 individuals	may	 selectively	 understand	 the	 science	
in	 accordance	with	 their	 own	 value‐based	demands	 (Chamberlain,	
Rutherford,	&	Gibeau,	2012;	Kahan,	Jenkins‐Smith,	&	Braman,	2011;	






















shooters	 or	 not,	 would	 think	 that	 it's	 acceptable	 to	
see	 birds	 being	 poisoned	 or	 dying.	 If	 they	 saw	 it,	 I	
think	it	would	upset	them		 (Participant	10)
In	recent	years,	the	‘lead	debate’	has	been	punctuated	by	numer-
ous	national	 laws	 (HMSO,	1999,	2002a,	 2002b,	2003,	2004,	2009)	
and	 international	 agreements	 (IUCN,	 2016;	 Kanstrup	 et	 al.,	 2018;	
UNEA,	2017;	UNEP‐CMS,	2014,	2017)	which	have	called,	to	varying	






















while	 those	who	were	not,	 are	 less	 likely	 to	 support	 this	 suggested	
solution.	There	was	some	support	from	those	within	‘Open	to	change’	
for	 the	 notion	 that	 shooting	 organisations	 are	 afraid	 they	will	 look	
weak	if	they	support	a	ban	on	lead	shot.	This	may	reflect	the	pressure	









at	 a	 press	 conference	 directed	 at	 you.	 You	want	 to	
be	 in	 the	 room,	 and	 you	 want	 to	 be	 in	 ownership	
of	 leading	 the	 way	 out	 of	 what	 the	 issue	 might	 be	
	 (Participant	22)
This	 indicates	 that	 such	sources	would	have	greater	credibility	
among	shooters.	In	Denmark,	critical	advocates	within	the	hunting	
community	 persuaded	 other	 hunters	 of	 the	 benefits	 of	 non‐toxic	















Conflicts	 are	 often	 oversimplified	 as	 they	 become	 entrenched	
and	 polarised,	 losing	 the	 nuanced	 perspectives	 that	 may	 exist	
among	 the	 parties.	 Furthermore,	 individuals	within	 a	 polarised	
stakeholder	group	do	not	necessarily	hold	uniform	opinions	on	
wildlife	 management	 (Chamberlain	 et	 al.,	 2012;	 Rust,	 2017).	
Here,	 use	of	Q‐method	has	 allowed	access	 to	 a	 complex	 issue,	
enabling	the	perspectives	of	ammunition	users,	as	the	key	group	
of	 actors,	 to	be	clarified,	 competing	definitions	of	 the	problem	
and	preferred	solutions	to	be	identified	and	commonalities	to	be	
revealed.	Critically,	 these	perspectives	 arise	 solely	 from	within	
the	shooting	community	of	ammunition	users.	In	a	conflict	com-




tified.	 The	 variables	 influencing	 the	 views	 outlined	within	 this	
paper	merit	further	examination	using	interdisciplinary	methods	
from	the	social	sciences	and	psychology.	A	deeper	understanding	
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of	 factors	 predicting	 the	 use	 of	 lead	 and	non‐lead	 ammunition	
would	 be	 beneficial	 for	 addressing	 non‐compliance	 with	 the	
current	 regulations	 and	 acceptability	 of	 any	 future	 changes	 to	
practice.	Given	 that	 the	 lead	debate	 is	dynamic	and	 influenced	




The	 views	 of	women	 shooting	 participants	were	 not	 captured	
within	 this	 study	 as	women	were	 not	 specifically	 targeted	 during	
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study.
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